and unstable employment on worker health, and whether these effects/interaction are the same between the EU and Korea.
I appreciate the presentation of the testing for additive and multiplicative interactions relative excess risk due to interaction (RERI) and ratios of odds ratios.
However, I think that there are several issues that need to be addressed before this paper should be accepted for publication.
Major concerns:
1. The quality of the English is not quite sufficient for publication. The paper needs to edited for grammar. The most significant grammatical errors are noted below, but there are other sentences that need smoothing too. 2. The results in Table 2 are not discussed and its purpose is not explained. Table 2 shows the relationship between occupational category, unstable employment, and perceived risk at work. However, the introduction and the methods sections don't indicate that relationships between occupation category and the other variables are a major focus of this study. 3. The tables are numbered incorrectly. There are two Table  1's. The second table 1 should be Table 4 . 4. The purpose of the additional analyses shown in the supplementary tables is not explained. One of the additional variables analyzed (information on safety and health) is mentioned in the Methods section, but explained incompletely (the actual question wording is not shown), while the other (PPE use) is not mentioned in the Methods section. If these variables are going to be mentioned in the Discussion, they should be mentioned in the Methods and Results sections first.
Other specific comments:
1. Title: According to the STROBE recommendation, the title should indicate the study's design. It would be informative to add either "cross-sectional" or "survey" to the title of this paper, because the current title doesn't indicate the design. 2. Title (and elsewhere): "Unstable employments" should be "unstable employment". 3. Abstract, p. 2, line 9: "Korean" should be "Korea". 4. Abstract, p. 2, line 27: The sentence that ends "…assessed by the question" seems incomplete. 5. Abstract, p. 2, lines 37 and 43: Specify which results are for Kore and which are for the EU. 6. Abstract, p. 2, line 37: Spell out what 'RERI" stand for the first time you use the acronym. 7. Summary, p. 3, line 23: "cause" should be "due". 8. Introduction, p. 4, line 7: "or" should be "and". 9. Methods, p. 5, : Please indicate in which years the 2 surveys were conducted. It would be helpful to add this to the Methods section of the abstract too. 10. Methods, p. 5, : The statements about the KWCS sample size are confusing. Why is the total weighted sample size only 1 greater than the total unweighted sample size? Who is included in the total sample size besides employees? Also, the sample sizes reported in the Methods section don't match the sum of the male and female subsamples shown in Table 1 . The KWCS number is only off by 1, but the EWCS number is off by over 8,000. Why is this? 11. Methods, p. 6, line 55: The sentence that starts "The diagnosis…" is incomplete. 12. Results, p. 10, lines 27-34: Some of the numbers in the text don't match those in Table 1 . Specifically, Table 1 indicates that 53% of the EU study sample were in their 30s and 40s. And, only 36% finished post-secondary or tertiary education. 13. Results, p. 10, lines 41-48: These statements about the labour contract systems in Korea and the EU don't make sense. For example, what is "f employment"? Also, these statements don't appear to describe results of the study, but rather, important background information that should be mentioned in the Introduction and/or Discussion to help readers interpret the differences between the results for Korea and the EU. 14. Results, p. 12, lines 16-19: When you report the ORs for each of the main independent variables of interest (i.e., perceived risk, unstable employment), I think you should specify that these are the ORs for each of these factors "alone" (or "given that the other factor isn't present"). Otherwise, the reader could interpret the results to mean that these are the ORs for each of those variables across all the values of the other variable. 15. Results, p. 12, line 21: "Table 2" should be " Table 3" . 16. Results, p. 12, line 35: " Table 2 " should be " Table 4 ".
VERSION 1 -AUTHOR RESPONSE
Reviewer: 1 This manuscript addresses an interesting and relevant topic. Nonetheless, I have several concerns about the clarity and readability of the manuscript. In its current version, the manuscript is hard to follow and to understand. The term "the perceived risk of safety or health at work" appears many times across the manuscript with different words, which is quite confusing. I suggest the authors to use a unique denomination and to clarify it at the beginning of the text. (Response) We agree that the term "the perceived risk of safety or health at work" appears many times across the manuscript with different words. We rechecked it throughout the manuscript again and use the term "perceived risk at work" consistently.
There are also many typos across the manuscript that must be corrected, in order to improve the manuscript´s readability.
(Response) We revised words and re-edited whole manuscript with English proof service. Here is certification for English editing service.
Tables are quite confusing also. E.g. in table 3, + and -should be defined. There are two tables 1 in the manuscript. (Response) We are sorry to cause discomfort when you read the tables. We think there is some technical problem when converting word file to PDF file. We revised tables In order to compare Korea and European countries (descriptive analyses) some methods of standardization should be considered. (Response) We appreciate reviewer's considerate comments about our analysis. The aim of our study was to investigate the combined effect of exposure to perceived risk and unstable employment on self-rated health in both Korea and the EU. So, it was not our original intention to compare Korea and European countries. To make it clear, we revised the sentence for this issue in Discussion section like following:
"Moreover, as we used representative data from Korea and EU countries, surveyed using almost identical methodologies and survey questionnaires, it was possible to present result of Korea in parallel with that of EU."
Finally, a proper discussion of the results should be performed according the existing bibliography. (Response) As you recommended, we presented paragraphs in discussion for labour contract systems of Korea and consequences of unstable employment. "We have previously mentioned the topic of employment conditions, specifically that Korea and European countries may have different labour contract systems. This difference in labour contract systems might reflect dissimilarities between the labour market in European countries and Korea. In Korea, it is fragmented and divided due to neoliberalisational reform after an International Monetary Fund (IMF) economic crisis. (14) Korea also has fewer labour unions, and more workers have employers without comprehensive agreements with trade unions. (15, 16) As seen in the results, a proportion of working population's employment is set on a daily contract basis. The existence of daily employment indicates that there are workers under extremely unstable employment conditions. This unstable employment is not only short term, but is generally precarious. Some of the many aspects of precarious employment include low job security and unfavourable working conditions. (17)" "There is increasing concern among the public and researchers about the consequences of unstable employment; several studies in a variety of national and organizational contexts have provided evidence about its negative effect on health. Unstable employment seems more strongly related to mental health compared to physical health. A large amount of literature has shown that workers reporting unstable employment have a higher risk of psychiatric morbidity (18-20) and suicide. (21, 22) Moreover, previous evidence also suggests that unstable employment may be associated with poor self-rated health. (7, 23, 24) While some studies have found a significant negative relationship between unstable employment and physical health, there are still some lingering doubts about the intensity of impact, and some studies have found no support for a significant relationship between these variables. A meta-analysis of 72 studies suggested that employees with unstable employment generally have poorer mental and physical health. Reviewer: 2 General comments: This is an interesting paper that covers 2 important topics: potential interaction between the effects of perceived risk at work and unstable employment on worker health, and whether these effects/interaction are the same between the EU and Korea. I appreciate the presentation of the testing for additive and multiplicative interactions relative excess risk due to interaction (RERI) and ratios of odds ratios. However, I think that there are several issues that need to be addressed before this paper should be accepted for publication.
Major concerns: 1. The quality of the English is not quite sufficient for publication. The paper needs to edited for grammar. The most significant grammatical errors are noted below, but there are other sentences that need smoothing too. (Response) We revised words and re-edited whole manuscript with English proof service. Here is certification for English editing service. Table 2 are not discussed and its purpose is not explained. Table 2 shows the relationship between occupational category, unstable employment, and perceived risk at work. However, the introduction and the methods sections don't indicate that relationships between occupation category and the other variables are a major focus of this study. (Response) The aim of this study is to examine whether there is a difference in the combined effect of unstable employment and perceived risk at work on self-rated health between Korea and European countries. And we thought that perceived risk would be differ by occupation categories. We explained it in Methods section, but Table 2 is not not on logical flow of our manuscript, that just support to understand our data structure. Hence, we moved it to supplementary materials.
The results in
"The prevalence of perceived risk at work and variables regarding safety and health at work were summarized by occupational categories, as they would differ by occupation ( Supplementary Table 1 We are sorry to cause discomfort when you read the tables. We rechecked table number, but found no error. We think there is some technical problem when converting word file to PDF file.
4. The purpose of the additional analyses shown in the supplementary tables is not explained. One of the additional variables analyzed (information on safety and health) is mentioned in the Methods section, but explained incompletely (the actual question wording is not shown), while the other (PPE use) is not mentioned in the Methods section. If these variables are going to be mentioned in the Discussion, they should be mentioned in the Methods and Results sections first. (Response) As you recommended, we mentioned about information on safety and health and personal protective equipment in Methods section like following:
"To assess the information provided on safety and health at work and the availability of personal protective equipment, the following questions were asked: "Regarding the health and safety risks related to the performance of your job, how well informed would you say you are", "Does your job ever require you to wear personal protective equipment (PPE)?", "Do you always use it when it is required?". On information provided on safety and health, "Very well informed" or "Well informed" was regarded as informed; "Not very well informed" or "Not at all well informed" was regarded as poorly informed. Regarding the requirement of PPE, "Yes" indicated that the job required PPE and "No" indicated that the job did not require PPE. On the use of PPE, "Yes" was regarded as using PPE when required, and "No" was regarded as not using PPE when required."
Other specific comments: 1. Title: According to the STROBE recommendation, the title should indicate the study's design. It would be informative to add either "cross-sectional" or "survey" to the title of this paper, because the current title doesn't indicate the design. (Response) As you pointed out, we revised title as below:
"The influence of combined exposure to perceived risk at work and unstable employment on self-rated health: A comparison between Korean and European working condition survey" 2. Title (and elsewhere): "Unstable employments" should be "unstable employment". (Response) Thanks for your comments. We re-check throughout the manuscript and revised it as you pointed out.
3. Abstract, p. 2, line 9: "Korean" should be "Korea".
(Response) Thank you again for letting us know our mistake. We corrected it 4. Abstract, p. 2, line 27: The sentence that ends "…assessed by the question" seems incomplete. (Response) Thank you for your detail comment. Your comment is correct, and we edited the sentence like follow:
"Perceived risk of safety or health at work and information given to employees regarding safety and health were assessed via a questionnaire to study participants." 5. Abstract, p. 2, lines 37 and 43: Specify which results are for Kore and which are for the EU. (Response) We revised the results section in abstract, specifying the results as you recommended.
"Among Korean employees, the odds ratio (OR) of poor self-rated health was 2.00 (95% confidence interval [CI]: 1.80-2.22) for those with perceived risk at work, 1.18 (95% CI: 1.09-1.28) for those with unstable employment, and 3.22 (95% CI: 2.72-3.81) for those with both perceived risk at work and unstable employment. The relative excess risk due to interaction (RERI) was 1.03 (95% CI: 0.48-1.58). Among European employees, the OR for poor self-rated health was 3.20 (95% CI: 2.93-3.49) for those with perceived risk at work, 1.04 (95% CI: 0.97-1.13) for those with unstable employment, and 3.41 (95% CI: 2.93-3.98) for those with both perceived risk at work and unstable employment. The RERI was 0.18 (95% CI: -0.36-0.71)." 6. Abstract, p. 2, line 37: Spell out what 'RERI" stand for the first time you use the acronym. (Response) We had described the RERI in full in Abstract.
"The relative excess risk due to interaction (RERI)" 7. Summary, p. 3, line 23: "cause" should be "due". (Response) As you mentioned, we change the "cause" to "due".
"The measurement of risk at work and health status was subjective and could be due to information bias." 8. Introduction, p. 4, line 7: "or" should be "and". (Response) As you mentioned, we change the "or" to "and". "Korea still suffers from traditional industrial accidents and acute industrial intoxication." 9. Methods, p. 5, lines 36-39: Please indicate in which years the 2 surveys were conducted. It would be helpful to add this to the Methods section of the abstract too. (Response) We agree that it would be helpful if readers know in which years the 2 surveys were conducted, because it is important both survey was done around the same time.
"We used data from the Third Korean Working Condition Survey (KWCS) conducted in 2011, and the Fifth European Working Condition Survey (EWCS) conducted in 2010." 10. Methods, p. 5, lines 50-53: The statements about the KWCS sample size are confusing. Why is the total weighted sample size only 1 greater than the total unweighted sample size? Who is included in the total sample size besides employees? Also, the sample sizes reported in the Methods section don't match the sum of the male and female subsamples shown in Table 1 . The KWCS number is only off by 1, but the EWCS number is off by over 8,000. Why is this? (Response) We have rechecked analysis of both Korea and EU. Also, we revised the manuscript. Difference between unweighted sample size and weighted sample size reflects the differece between actually surveyed numbers and employment structure of households in the census. In case of Korea, difference of numbers is due to fact that the less porportion of employers were surveyed than the proprtion of employers in the census. 11. Methods, p. 6, line 55: The sentence that starts "The diagnosis…" is incomplete. (Response) That words were typo, so we deleted them. Thank you for letting us know. 12. Results, p. 10, lines 27-34: Some of the numbers in the text don't match those in Table 1 . Specifically, Table 1 indicates that 53% of the EU study sample were in their 30s and 40s. And, only 36% finished post-secondary or tertiary education. (Response) We revised errors in the manuscript as reviews commented.
13. Results, p. 10, lines 41-48: These statements about the labour contract systems in Korea and the EU don't make sense. For example, what is "f employment"? Also, these statements don't appear to describe results of the study, but rather, important background information that should be mentioned in the Introduction and/or Discussion to help readers interpret the differences between the results for Korea and the EU. (Response) We revised the result section and add one paragraph in discussion for labour contract systems of Korea. "There was a difference in the survey questionnaire between the KWCS and the EWCS regarding the type of employment. This difference might reflect different labour contract systems. Employment status of the EWCS was categorised by regular, fixed-term, or temporary. In contrast, employment status of the KWCS was classified by regular, temporary, or daily. The notable difference is that a proportion of employment in Korea (6%) is on a daily contract basis." "We have previously mentioned the topic of employment conditions, specifically that Korea and European countries may have different labour contract systems. This difference in labour contract systems might reflect dissimilarities between the labour market in European countries and Korea. In Korea, it is fragmented and divided due to neoliberalisational reform after an International Monetary Fund (IMF) economic crisis. (14) Korea also has fewer labour unions, and more workers have employers without comprehensive agreements with trade unions. (15, 16) As seen in the results, a proportion of working population's employment is set on a daily contract basis. The existence of daily employment indicates that there are workers under extremely unstable employment conditions. This unstable employment is not only short term, but is generally precarious. Some of the many aspects of precarious employment include low job security and unfavourable working conditions. (17)" 14. Results, p. 12, : When you report the ORs for each of the main independent variables of interest (i.e., perceived risk, unstable employment), I think you should specify that these are the ORs for each of these factors "alone" (or "given that the other factor isn't present"). Otherwise, the reader could interpret the results to mean that these are the ORs for each of those variables across all the values of the other variable. (Response) As you recommended, we inseted this phrase "given that the other factor isn't present" in that sentenece. "In Korea, the perceived risk of safety or health at work (OR: 2.00; 95%CI: 1.80-2.20) and unstable employment (OR: 1.18; 95%CI: 1.09-1.28) both increased the risk of poor self-rated health, the others factor being constant (Table 3) ." 15. Results, p. 12, line 21: "Table 2" should be " / figures that aren't mentioned at all in the Results section of the paper. These really are different analyses rather than additional details that help support the main findings. If these results really are important, they should be moved to the Results section and regular tables/figures. If they really aren't as important as the analyses that are presented in the Results section, then they should be deleted from the Discussion and perhaps used as the basis for another paper.
2. The 3D bar charts in the supplemental material are difficult to interpret and appear to be presenting similar information to that presented in Supplemental Table 1 . If these results are retained for this paper, I suggest presenting them in a table format too. If you use a similar format to Supplemental Table 1 , I suggest only presenting the proportions of people who said "yes" since the proportions who said "no" can be derived from the "yes" numbers and including both makes the table unnecessarily dense.
Minor comments
3. In the title, "survey" should be "surveys" since the KWCS and EWCS are 2 different surveys. Also, I think "condition" should be "conditions" and the names of the surveys should be capitalized. All mentions of the surveys in the text should be checked for consistency with regards to capitalization and pluralization. Table 1 is confusing and inconsistent with how it is described in the text in the Methods and Results sections. In the text, the "temporary" and "daily" categories are combined for Korea and the "fixed-term" and "temporary" categories are combined for the EU. The table shows  3 different categories for both Korea and the EU, but the  categories (table rows) seem to mean different things for each of the surveys. If you want to illustrate all the possible categories (before you combine them) in the table, I recommend that you separate them out into 4 rows: regular/indefinite, temporary, fixed term, and daily. If the KWCS doesn't include fixed term then you can leave that row blank for the KWCS column. Similarly, if the EWCS doesn't include the daily category, you can leave that row blank for the EWCS column. 5. One comment that I made previously regarding the discussion does not seem to have been addressed at all: The fact that the main analyses were controlled for both occupation and income makes the results less likely to be due to disparities in wages. Table 1 and the text. I.e., Is "Indefinite" the same as "Regular/Indefinite"? Does 'Fixed term/temporary" also include "daily" (in Korea)?
The way in which employment status is categorized in

I think the reference to
VERSION 2 -AUTHOR RESPONSE Reviewer(s)' Comments to Author:
Reviewer: 2
The revised paper is improved, but I still have some concerns about how the results are presented and discussed.
Major comments 1. I'm still concerned about the fact that new analyses/results related to occupational category, insufficient information, and PPE are being brought up in the Discussion and Supplemental table/figures that aren't mentioned at all in the Results section of the paper. These really are different analyses rather than additional details that help support the main findings. If these results really are important, they should be moved to the Results section and regular tables/figures. If they really aren't as important as the analyses that are presented in the Results section, then they should be deleted from the Discussion and perhaps used as the basis for another paper.
(Response) Thank you for your constructive comments. We decided on deleting the paragraphs related to occupational category, insufficient information, and PPE in Discussion section, because these parts are different analyses from the main findings of our study, as you mentioned.
2. The 3D bar charts in the supplemental material are difficult to interpret and appear to be presenting similar information to that presented in Supplemental Table 1. If these results are retained for this  paper, I suggest presenting them in a table format too. If you use a similar format to Supplemental  Table 1 , I suggest only presenting the proportions of people who said "yes" since the proportions who said "no" can be derived from the "yes" numbers and including both makes the table unnecessarily dense.
(Response) We also decided on deleting 3D bars because these charts were related to insufficient information and PPE in Discussion section.
Minor comments
3. In the title, "survey" should be "surveys" since the KWCS and EWCS are 2 different surveys. Also, I think "condition" should be "conditions" and the names of the surveys should be capitalized. All mentions of the surveys in the text should be checked for consistency with regards to capitalization and pluralization.
(Response) Thank you for your comments. We proofread the paper again and revised any grammatical errors. We also found that the title needed revising, and changed it as below:
"Influence of combined exposure to perceived risk at work and unstable employments on self-rated health: A comparison of two cross-sectional surveys in Europe and Korea" 4. The way in which employment status is categorized in Table 1 is confusing and inconsistent with how it is described in the text in the Methods and Results sections. In the text, the "temporary" and "daily" categories are combined for Korea and the "fixed-term" and "temporary" categories are combined for the EU. The table shows 3 different categories for both Korea and the EU, but the categories (table rows) seem to mean different things for each of the surveys. If you want to illustrate all the possible categories (before you combine them) in the table, I recommend that you separate them out into 4 rows: regular/indefinite, temporary, fixed term, and daily. If the KWCS doesn't include fixed term then you can leave that row blank for the KWCS column. Similarly, if the EWCS doesn't include the daily category, you can leave that row blank for the EWCS column.
(Response) We agree with your opinion that it would be better to illustrate all the possible categories. So we changed it as follows: Highest 8844 0.25 6023 0.24 5. One comment that I made previously regarding the discussion does not seem to have been addressed at all: The fact that the main analyses were controlled for both occupation and income makes the results less likely to be due to disparities in wages.
(Response) We are sorry to have missed your comment about disparities in wages. We agree with the comment that the fact that the main analyses were controlled for both occupation and income makes the results less likely to be due to disparities in wages, so those sentences were changed to refer to socioeconomic inequalities such as discrimination and de-unionization.
Before correction
"Another possibility is that precarious workers were more seriously affected by health problems due to harmful social circumstances, such as wage disparity and discrimination. If the first explanation was the cause of the interaction, working conditions for precarious workers should be improved. If the second was the cause of interaction, inequalities such as the wage gap between standard workers and at-risk workers should be reduced."
After correction "Another possibility is that precarious workers were more seriously affected by health problems due to harmful social circumstances, such as discrimination and de-unionization. If the first explanation was the cause of the interaction, working conditions for precarious workers should be improved. If the second was the cause of interaction, socioeconomic inequalities between standard workers and atrisk workers should be reduced." 6. I think the reference to Table 2 in the Discussion, should now be to a reference to Supplementary  Table 1 . The sentence that references this table should mention that it shows gradients by both employment status and occupational category. Also the names of the employment status categories in Supplementary Table 1 should match Table 1 and the text. I.e., Is "Indefinite" the same as "Regular/Indefinite"? Does 'Fixed term/temporary" also include "daily" (in Korea)?
(Response) According to your comment, we mentioned gradients by both employment status and occupational category referring to Supplementary Table 1, as below:
"In both Korea and EU countries, gradients in perceived occupational hazard exposures were identified ( Supplementary Table 1 ). There were gaps between stable employment and unstable employment in both Korea and EU countries, more significant in Korea. These exposure gaps might imply that Korean workers under unstable employment have to bear the heavier burden of hazardous exposure, and reflect the reality that some workplaces do not follow regulations that prohibit subcontracting or outsourcing harmful tasks." Further, we added the employment status categories in the footnotes of Tables 2, 3, and  Supplementary Table 1 . Please delete one of these numbers or clarify the difference. p. 9, line 16: The first combined occupational category is labeled as "management and professional" in the text, but in Table 1 , it is labeled as "professional and managerial". Please change one of these so they are consistent. p.9, line 25: "instable employment" should be changed to "unstable employment". p. 17, line 22: By "gaps", I think you really mean that there were occupational gradients in perceived risk within both stable and unstable employment. I suggest using the word "gradients" or "differences" rather than "gaps" throughout this paragraph. p.17, line 42: "to mental health" should be "with mental health". p.18, line 45: In this version of the manuscript, this is the first and only time PPE and wage disparities are mentioned. Please delete this sentence or revise it to match issues already raised in this version (e.g., discrimination, de-unionization).
VERSION 3 -AUTHOR RESPONSE
Reviewer(s)' Comments to Author: Reviewer: 2 I believe this version is almost ready for publication. I appreciate the deletion of the extraneous supplemental figures. I have just a few more minor comments: p.4 Heading: "Strength" should be plural (i.e., "Strengths and Limitations").
